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BIBLICAL HEBREW AND COGNITIVE  
LINGUISTICS: A GENERAL ORIENTATION 

Christo H. J. van der Merwe 

1.0. Introduction 
Since the beginning of the millennium, a growing number of 
studies of the Hebrew Bible have used insights from a novel par-
adigm in the study of language, namely, cognitive linguistics 
(=CL).1 New linguistic models take time to become established 
and are sometimes accompanied by a variety of schools of 
thought, often each with its own meta-language. It is no wonder 
that biblical scholars typically show some resistance to engaging 
with “another new linguistic model.”2 More problematic is the 
fact that CL is not a coherent model that is ready-made to be 
applied to the analysis and description of a non-spoken ancient 
language with a limited corpus.3 Like most other modern linguis-
tic models, it assumes the availability of living speakers and/or 

1 For CL applications to Biblical Studies in general, see Howe and Green 
(2014). 
2 See Burton (2017, 17). 
3 Shead (2011, 181–87) provides a relatively detailed and sobering dis-
cussion of the “ancient language problem” and the “corpus of BH.” See 
also Burton (2017, 34–41). 
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large written corpora to consult. Nevertheless, CL has been em-
braced by a number of BH scholars. For example, De Blois (2002) 
announced a new Semantic Dictionary of Biblical Hebrew that is 
based on CL principles. Van Wolde (2009) called for a “Refram-
ing of Biblical Studies” in a monograph based on the cognitive 
concepts of Ronald Langacker. Van Hecke (2011) used insights 
from cognitive semantics to better understand Job 12–14. Burton 
(2017) called her study of the semantics of glory “A cognitive, 
corpus-based approach to Hebrew word meaning.” And Coleman 
(2018) provided a cognitive linguistic perspective on BH transi-
tivity alternation.4 A number of studies have focused on the con-
ceptual metaphors and/or metonyms that undergird the use of 
language (especially figurative language) in the Hebrew Bible, 
e.g., Kruger (2000); Kotze (2004; 2005); Van Hecke (2005); Bas-
son (2006); Jindo (2010); Van Hecke and Labahn (2010); Chau 
(2011; 2014; 2015); De Joode and van Loon (2014); Lamprecht 
(2015); De Joode (2018); van Loon (2018); and Ruark (2019). 

The problem for BH scholars is that CL is a vast field of 
study,5 and to determine what exactly is meant by a cognitive 
approach, or even to start critically assessing its advantages, is a 
challenge. The aim of this descriptive study is to enable scholars 
of BH to orientate themselves as far as a substantial number of 
applications of CL insights into BH are concerned. I postulate that 
for these purposes a basic understanding of what CL is, and which 

 
4 See also §3.0 of this study. 
5 Cf. Dirvin (2005, 50); Geeraerts and Cuyckens (2007); Taylor and Lit-
tlemore (2014); Dąbrowska and Divjak (2015); Dancygier (2017); and 
Evans (2019). 
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different stands of CL can be distinguished is needed. Further-
more, in order to be aware of the most promising, but also the 
more controversial, aspects of CL, it is also important to have 
basic insight into current CL developments and acknowledged 
challenges.  

Concerns of space preclude a full discussion of applications 
of CL insights to BH. Those that focus on conceptual metaphor 
and metonymy,6 for example, are excluded, as well as those con-
sidering the BH verbal system from a CL perspective.7 Nor has it 
been possible to critically assess the contributions of those in-
sights that are dealt with here. It is assumed that a general meth-
odological orientation is pivotal for the introduction I have in 
mind; hence the focus on the methodological orientation(s) of the 
exponents discussed.  

We begin in §2.0 with a brief overview of CL, explaining its 
main focus, positioning it within the field of linguistics, and de-
scribing its commitments and basic points of departure. This is 
followed by a bird’s eye view of the different schools of thought, 
referred to as ‘strands’ within CL. The section concludes with a 
summary of current developments in CL and some of the widely 
acknowledged challenges. In §3.0 the scope and the theoretical 
underpinnings of a range of applications of insights from CL to 

 
6 Most of these studies almost uncritically accept Lakoff and Johnson 
(1980). See §2.2.2 below.  
7 See, e.g., Robar (2014). The significant contribution (and substantial 
number of publications) by Andrason on the verbal system of BH and 
other Semitic languages merits a paper of its own. See, e.g., Andrason 
(2011; 2012) and, more recently, his work on serial verb constructions 
(2019). 
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BH are profiled in the light of the bigger picture of CL. In conclu-
sion, a few general trends are pointed out. 

2.0. Overview of CL 

2.1. Commitments and Hypotheses 

CL is a label that is used for a “broad movement within modern 
linguistics” (Taylor 2002, 3). In this movement ‘meaning’ is put 
at the heart of the linguistic enterprise. Dąbrowska (2016, 479) 
states succinctly: 

Cognitive Linguistics is an approach to language study 
based on three central premises: that the function of lan-
guage is to convey meaning, that linguistic description 
must rely on constructs that are psychologically real and 
that grammar emerges from usage. 

CL emerged in the late 1970s out of dissatisfaction with the gen-
erative approaches of that time that treated language as an ab-
stract and decontextualised system.  

This recontextualising and maximalist approach to mean-
ing is nothing new. Geeraerts (2010, 1–45) illustrates how much 
in common it has with pre-structuralist historical-philological se-
mantics. Van Hecke (2011, 290–94) explains in what ways CL 
refines the latter, but also “often gratefully adopts the structural-
ist field descriptions and the componential analyses as valid de-
scriptive tools.”  

CL, however, differs from the latter approaches in that it is 
guided by two primary commitments: (1) to view and describe 
language in terms of what is known about the brain and cognitive 
processes (the cognitive commitment) and (2) to describe linguistic 
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knowledge as the outcome of general cognitive abilities and not 
specific modules of the mind (the generalisation commitment). 
Geeraerts (2016, 537) has recently provided convincing argu-
ments as to why the cognitive commitment has to be comple-
mented with a socio-semiotic commitment, which is  

to make one’s account of human language accord with the 
status of language as a social semiotic, i.e., intersubjective, 
historically and socially variable tool, and to base that ac-
count on a methodology that likewise transcends the indi-
vidual.8  

What is crucial is that such a functional view of language 
“fits well into the currently popular conception of language as a 
Complex Dynamic System” (Geeraerts 2016a, 530).9 This implies 
that linguistic meaning is dynamic and flexible, and able to 
change in order accommodate new experiences and situations. 

Apart from these commitments, the theoretical approaches 
that can be subsumed under the label CL are undergirded by a 
sophisticated view of categorisation.10 One of the basic tenets of 

 
8 Geeraerts (2016a, 528), however, states: 

This social turn, it should be pointed out, is not a complete 
novelty in the history of Cognitive Linguistics, given that, 
for instance, the notion of ‘cultural model’ played a signif-
icant role in the emergence of the new framework…. It is 
therefore best characterized as a deliberate strengthening 
and foregrounding of an initially secondary feature. 

9 See also Andrason (2014). 
10 For a monograph on categorisation in CL, see Taylor (2003). For a 
brief summary, see Taylor (2015, 562–79). For a critical perspective, 
see Murphy (2002).  
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this view of categorisation is that members of a category are not 
equal, with some members more salient and/or central than oth-
ers. 11 The former are regarded as the prototypical members. 
Those that share some sort of family relationship form overlap-
ping clusters within their category; e.g., in the category fruit, one 
gets fruit that is sweet, fruit that is juicy, fruit that grows on trees, 
etc. In short, members of a category often display what has been 
called a ‘radially structured network’.12 A crucial extension of 
these insights has been that the same type of clustering that takes 
place within one sense category (like fruit) also takes place 
among the different extended senses that the lexeme may acquire 

 
11 According to Langacker (1987, 102), the human ability to compare, 
pick out differences, and establish similarities between entities is fun-
damental to all human cognition. However, entities that are similar are 
not always similar to the same degree, for a number of reasons; e.g., on 
the one hand, perception is influenced by both individual and shared 
social values and, on the other hand, perception tends to take place in 
terms of figure-and-ground configurations in particular contexts by spe-
cific individuals. This is why one of the primary ways that humans or-
ganise their worlds, i.e., in terms of categories, is regarded by Langacker 
(1987, 371) as forming conceptual structures that involves schemas, 
prototypes, and instances. Schemas are patterns that are abstracted on 
the basis of the features that all instances share. Prototypes are typical 
instances of a category, but not all instances of a category are prototyp-
ical. A crucial feature of prototypes is that they are not objective reali-
ties, but construals that are “culture-dependent, content-dependent and 
mind-dependent” (Van Wolde 2009, 26).  
12 For a diagram in this regard, see Geeraerts (2010, 191). 
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through a process of generalisation (fruits of nature) or metaphor-
ical extension (e.g., fruits of someone’s labour).13 The fact that 
these types of extensions occur is not a novel insight of CL; it was 
already one of the focal points of historical-philological seman-
tics. However, what is novel are insights into the ‘drivers’ of sense 
extensions, e.g., the vagueness and under-specification of less 
prototypical members of a sense category in cases of specialisa-
tion and generalisation; the bodily and/or culturally convention-
alised experiential contingency, as well as any perceived contin-
gency in the case of the metonymic, and similarities in the case 
of metaphorical extensions, as well as the role that established 
conceptual metonyms and metaphors play.14 Also crucial is the 
insight that radially structured maps of polysemous senses are 
not stored as static entities in the brain, but that context is always 
“needed to pin down an actual, currently active sense” (Dirven 
2005, 26). Also novel are the nature and effects of sense exten-
sions. Sense extension is a gradual process and the semantic po-
tential of a sense category may constitute a continuum of senses 
rather than discrete units. A third novelty is the pervasiveness of 
polysemy at all levels of linguistic description.15 

 
13 For a diagram, see Geeraerts (2010, 194). 
14 See Gries (2015, 473–78) and Geeraerts (2016b, 233–47). 
15 Compare the polysemy of the constructions discussed in Locatell 
(2017); Van der Merwe (2018); Coleman (2018); and Khan and Van der 
Merwe (2020). 
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Approaches that are labelled as CL also tend to adhere to a 
number of basic hypotheses.16 The first is the symbolic thesis.17 
According this thesis, language is a structured collection of con-
ventionalised linguistic units, each representing a form-meaning 
pair18 or ‘symbolic unit’.19 This implies, firstly, that forms cannot 
be studied independently of their meanings. The forms that are 
involved may range from a phoneme, a grammatical morpheme, 
a syntactic construction (e.g., a phrase or a clause) to a lexical 
construction. The meanings of these forms may range from the 
highly schematic meanings of grammatical constructions,20 at 
one end of the continuum, to very specific meanings of lexical 
units, at the other end of the grammar-lexicon continuum. For 
this reason, the second implication of the symbolic thesis is that 
there is no qualitative distinction between syntax and the study 

 
16 The hypotheses listed here are a combination of those described by 
Croft and Cruse (2004); Geeraerts (2006); and Evans (2012, 2019). See 
also Riemer (2010, 238). Most of these theses can be related to the way 
in which humans categorise.  
17 See also Langacker (2013, 14–26) and Evans (2019, 566–68). 
18 The symbolic thesis has some resemblance to Saussure’s view of lan-
guage as a system of signs and his distinction between the signifier and 
the signified. However, for CL there is not a simple one-to-one relation-
ship between a phonological entity (the signifier) and a semantic entity 
(the signified); see Taylor (2002, 53–58).  
19 The symbolic unit is also referred to as a ‘symbolic assembly’ or ‘sym-
bolic construction’. 
20 At the level of syntax, the form of a symbolic assembly or construction 
may be NP1:SUBJECT VERB NP2:OBJECT and the meaning be: X 
ACTED ON and AFFECTS Y.  
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of semantics. The main difference between grammatical and lex-
ical meaning is that the former is more internally complex and 
schematic than the latter.  

According to the second hypothesis, the usage-based thesis, 
“categories and structures in semantics, syntax, morphology and 
phonology are built from our cognition of specific occasions of 
use” (Croft and Cruse 2004, 2–3). Symbolic units are in essence 
mental routines, i.e., the creation of form and meaning pairs that 
emerge through convention as language is used.21 Symbolic units 
that are used frequently become entrenched and often shape the 
language system as patterns of usage. This implies that 
knowledge of a language is knowing how it is used. An implica-
tion of this thesis is that corpora are a prime source of linguistic 
evidence.  

The third hypothesis is that of embodied cognition.22 This 
means that when humans interact with (and/or talk about) the 
world that they live in, the ‘reality’ that they represent linguisti-
cally is always the outcome of their bodily experiences as both 
individuals and members of a social group in specific situations. 
Hence the notion ‘situated embodiment’ (Dirven 2005, 30). Lan-
guage therefore does not reflect the world objectively; it repre-
sents an embodied (i.e., a bodily construed) perspective on the 

 
21 Crucial to keep in mind is that symbolic units may differ in terms of 
schematicity. Some may be nouns with specific meanings, e.g., cat, 
house, car. Some may be phrases, e.g., prepositional phrases with the 
more generic meaning of location of an entity in space. Others may be 
clause types, e.g., transitive clauses, with a highly schematic meaning 
referred to in the previous footnote. 
22 See also Bergen (2015, 10–30). 
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world. Furthermore, these mental representations do not emerge 
from, or exist in, a vacuum. They are grounded in the past expe-
riences of the individual and the shared experiences, values, and 
conventions of the social group that they belong to—and those, 
of course, are symbolised in terms of the entrenched patterns of 
use of that group.  

The fourth thesis is that of encyclopaedic semantics. The 
structures at the semantic pole of symbolic units, i.e., the seman-
tic representations of linguistic constructions, interface with the 
conceptual worlds of the speakers of a speech community.23 
These conceptual worlds are made up of vast interrelated net-
works of knowledge. When a particular linguistic expression is 
used, access to a particular network of knowledge is facilitated. 
This particular network of knowledge is called the ‘semantic po-
tential’ of a particular semantic structure. Evans (2019, 356–57) 
uses the lexical item red as an example to explain the notion ‘se-
mantic potential’. When it is used, a range of hues of reds may be 
invoked. Which hues are invoked are determined first and fore-
most by the hues that have become associated with red for a par-
ticular speaker (and his/her speech community), e.g., the vivid 
red of red lipstick and the brownish red of a squirrel. Which as-
pect of the semantic potential is profiled is, in the case of adjec-
tives, typically determined (constrained) by the noun that it is 
modifying—in this case lipstick or squirrel. Langacker regards the 
specific referent of the noun that is used in this case as the ‘base’ 

 
23 Langacker (1987) equates semantic structure with conceptual struc-
ture, while Evans (2009; 2012, 132) maintains that semantic structure 
and conceptual structure are two distinct representational formats.  
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against which the concept red is profiled.24 In each of the con-
structions ‘red lipstick’ and ‘red squirrel’ different domains,25 i.e., 
different parts of the encyclopaedic networks of a hearer’s 
knowledge, are activated. 

The fifth hypothesis is that linguistic meaning does not re-
flect an objective world ‘out there’, but is conceptualisation26—an 
implication of the thesis of embodied cognition. This is true of 
the specific meanings of lexical items as well as the schematic 
meanings of grammatical constructions. Langacker (2017, 263) 
states “an expression’s meaning depends not only on the concep-
tual content it invokes but also a construal, our capacity to con-
ceive and portray the same situation in alternative ways.”27 

 
24 For the notions ‘profile’ and ‘base’, see Taylor (2002, 192–94). For 
the difference between a ‘base’ and ‘domain’, see Taylor (2002, 195). 
Some scholars, like Croft and Cruse (2004, 15), use the notions ‘base’, 
‘frame’, and ‘domain’ nearly interchangeably. In essence, the notions 
‘base’, ‘domain’, and ‘domain matrix’ represent a continuum of increas-
ing complexity of ‘frames’ of knowledge.  
25 For a brief overview of the difference between the notions ‘domain’, 
‘frame’, ‘scenario’ and ‘idealised cognitive model’ (ICM), cf. Taylor 
(2002, 203).  
26 A concept is “a mental representation that can serve as the meaning 
of a linguistic expression;” see Shead (2011, 33–34). 
27 For the parameters that can constrain a construal, see Shead (2011, 
37–38). 
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2.2. Strands, Developments, and Challenges 

As I indicated in the first line of §2.1 above, CL is by no means a 
unified model. Since cognition involves a variety of human fac-
ulties, it is in a sense inevitably multidisciplinary. Dirven (2005, 
17–68) has identified five strands, the first two of which may be 
regarded as “lexico-grammatical-pragmatic theories of language” 
(Van Wolde 2009, 30).  

2.2.1. The Gestalt-psychological Strand  

A gestalt-psychological strand was pioneered by Talmy28 and 
then further worked out by Langacker in his Cognitive Gram-
mar29 (1987, 1991). A key principle in this regard is that human 
perception typically takes place in terms of a prominent figure 
and a less salient ground. Langacker “applies this principle to lin-
guistic structuring at all levels” (Dirven 2005, 19). 

According to Langacker (2017, 262), the initial phase of 
Cognitive Grammar “provided a unified account of lexicon, mor-
phology and syntax… comprising a continuum of form-meaning 
pairs.” The second phase of Cognitive Grammar, which, accord-
ing to Langacker (2017, 262), started around 2008, “envisages a 
unified account of structure, processing and discourse.”30  

 
28 For an overview of Talmy’s work, see Evans (2019, 241–66). 
29 Grammar is understood by Langacker not merely as morphology plus 
syntax, but in a broad sense as a theory of language that accounts for 
the meaning of linguistic constructions at all levels of linguistic descrip-
tion.  
30 According to Langacker (2017, 283), the early results of the latter 
phase are still at best preliminary. 
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Some approaches, such as Fillmore’s Construction Gram-
mars,31 Goldberg (1995) and Croft’s (2001) Radical Construction 
Grammar, and Embodied Construction Grammar (Bergen and 
Chang 2013), developed relatively independently of Cognitive 
Grammar, but share with Langacker’s approach the symbolic and 
usage-based theses, as well as the insight that grammatical con-
structions represent figure-ground perspectives on situations.32 
However, a major difference is that while Cognitive Grammar 
“sees constructions as pairings of a semantic pole with a phono-
logical pole,” Construction grammarians “also postulate (mor-
pho)-syntactic information in their form pole” (Hoffmann 2017, 
326). Their ‘form pole’, in other words, includes two types of in-
formation, i.e., phonological and grammatical information. For 
them, grammatical constructions, contra Langacker, are there-
fore a separate level of organisation. Evans (2019, 712–13) cate-
gorises Langacker’s Cognitive Grammar as a constructional ap-
proach to grammar. For him, the essential difference between the 
various constructional approaches is their definition of what con-
stitutes a construction.  

 
31 See, e.g., Kay and Fillmore (1999). Fillmore’s notion of Frame Seman-
tics is encapsulated by his approach to Construction Grammar. In his 
templates for the description of constructions, a slot is provided for the 
relevant semantic and pragmatic features of a construction; see Evans 
(2019, 672–79). For the relationship between Frame Semantics and the 
FrameNet project, see Shead (2011, 108). 
32 For a discussion on the different construction grammars, see Hoffman 
and Trousdale (2013) and, for an overview of them, Evans (2019, 661–
716).  
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2.2.2. The Phenomenological Strand  

A phenomenological strand developed by Lakoff and Johnson 
(1980) and Lakoff (1987) focuses on embodied meaning.33 In this 
strand, prototype theory, the radially structured networks of 
sense relations, conceptual metaphor theory,34 conceptual meto-
nymic theory, and the notion of idealised cognitive models play 
pivotal roles.  

2.2.3. The Cognitive Sociolinguistic Strand 

A cognitive sociolinguistic strand associated with Geeraerts 
(1997; 2016a) focuses on an understanding of the social drivers 
of polysemy and linguistic variation. The strand also emphasises 
the cultural and ideological models that in general undergird the 
language of specific social groups. A conviction shared by the 
European scholars of this strand is that usage-data require the 
methods of corpus linguistics.35  

 
33 This strand is typically regarded as Cognitive Semantics. It must be 
distinguished from Talmy’s notion of cognitive semantics; see Evans 
(2019, 241–66). 
34 The essence of conceptual metaphor theory is “that the human mind 
maps elements from concrete source domains onto the more abstract 
target domains of emotion, causality, event structure, and dozens of 
others. The concrete categories themselves are categorised on the basis 
of pre-conceptual spatial configurations shared by most living beings” 
(Dirven 2005, 27). 
35 For corpus-driven approaches see, for example, Gries and Stefan-
owitsch (2006) and Glynn and Fischer (2010). 
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2.2.4. The Cognitive Discourse Strand  

A cognitive discourse strand focuses on the textual levels of lan-
guage structure. Here any proponent of mental space theory 
(Fauconnier 1997) and blending theory (Fauconnier and Turner 
2002) “deals with the online processing of discourse via mental 
maps (‘mental spaces’) and their conceptual blending.”36 A semi-
nal work in the application of conceptual metaphor theory to lit-
erature is that by Lakoff and Turner (1989). Turner’s (1996) work 
on the cognitive mechanisms that are involved in the construc-
tion of stories plays a foundational role in the application of CL 
to the study and analysis of literature, a sub-discipline called cog-
nitive poetics.37 The latter sub-discipline also benefitted much 
from what Dirven (2005, 37–39) referred to as the cognitive dis-
course study of coherence links.38 

2.2.5. The Psycholinguistic Strand 

A psycholinguistic strand is represented by experimental research 
on the cognitive processes that undergird the use of figurative 

 
36 Insights from mental space theory and blending theory were eventu-
ally used to better understand metaphor and metonymy (Fauconnier 
and Turner 1995). Mental space theory also provided an innovative 
model for interpreting conditional constructions; see Dancygier and 
Sweetser (2005). 
37 For a succinct overview of cognitive poetics, see Evans (2019, 786–
95).  
38 See also, e.g., Sanders and Sweetser (2009).  
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language and language acquisition. Among the most pertinent re-
cent findings are that metaphors are often understood without 
invoking first their literal meaning (Dirven 2005, 50). 

2.2.6. Recent Developments 

Most recent developments in CL may be regarded as a logical 
outcome of its user-based thesis (see above). The so-called quan-
titative turn,39 i.e., a greater appreciation for, and use of, quanti-
tative data, was sparked by the need to study the behaviour of 
linguistic constructions in their contexts of use. The complexity 
of the task of hand, i.e., all the relevant parameters involved 
when corpora have to be tagged and analysed, required sophisti-
cated statistical methods. Although there has been some critique 
of all the ‘number crunching’ (e.g., Langacker 2016, 465–77), it 
is described by Divjak et al. (2016, 452) as the “catalyst for the 
‘social revolution’” in CL (see Geeraerts’s call for a “socio-semiotic 
commitment” above, in §2.1). The quantitative turn confronted 
scholars with a wide range of socio-semiotic parameters that 
could be relevant for, on the one hand, fully understanding the 
use of specific linguistic constructions and, on the other hand, the 
diachronic development of the linguistic stock of a language. 

While the majority of earlier CL studies focus on English 
and other Indo-European languages, in recent times some pro-
gress has been made in the cross-linguistic comparison of lan-

 
39 This shift from the use of introspection as a way to extract data to the 
use of statistical analyses of corpus data started in the mid-1990s, but 
really took off only around 2008; see Janda (2013, 1–32). 
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guages from a CL perspective in the field of lexical semantic ty-
pology,40 e.g., how the body parts are labelled and used in figura-
tive extensions across languages.41 The study of language change 
has until recently been fairly marginal in CL (Divjak et al. 2016, 
455). Another implication of the user-based thesis is that mean-
ing is always emerging. Hilpert (2015, 347–51; 361–62), there-
fore, aptly argues that historical linguistics should be one of CL’s 
central concerns. In this regard, in particular as far as lexical se-
mantic change is concerned, the works of Geeraerts (see the so-
ciolinguistic strand above) have been seminal.42 As far as the evo-
lution of grammar is concerned, Bybee et al. (1994), Heine et al. 
(1991), Traugott and Dasher (2002), Hopper and Traugott (2003) 
are the trail-blazers.43  

In a recent article, Dąbrowska (2016, 479–91) lists seven 
challenges that cognitive linguists currently face. The most gen-
eral concerns are, first, the fact that many cognitive linguistics 
still use intuition as their main data source and, second, that the 
Cognitive Commitment is apparently not always treated seriously 
(Dąbrowska 2016, 480–83). Of particular relevance for scholars 
of ancient languages are the following questions:  

(1) How can the pivotal concept in CL, viz. subjective con-
strual, be measured ‘objectively’? 

 
40 See Koptjevskaja-Tamm (2015) and Divjak et al (2016, 456–57). 
41 See Kraska-Szlenk (2014, 15–39; 2020). 
42 See Geeraerts (1997; 2010; 2015; 2016b; 2017). 
43 See also Hilpert (2015, 353–57) and Evans (2019, 717–43). 
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(2) How does one establish which are the relevant param-
eters (or frame elements) to tag when the distributional 
analysis of an expression is conducted? and  
(3) How much insight into the mental representations of 
speakers of a language can patterns of use really provide? 
After all, the distribution of an expression may provide 
clues to its meaning, but does not equal its meaning. 
According to Dirven (2005, 50–51), up to 2005 Langacker’s 

model was the most stable, most influential, and least criticised 
one.44 The irony is that Lakoff’s views on prototype theory and 
radial lexical networks, conceptual metaphor, and idealised cog-
nitive models, which were more heavily criticised, have also been 
very popular (2005, 51). Nearly fifteen years later, it can be ar-
gued that Langacker’s views, although also drawing some cri-
tique, have stood the test of time. He has also recently advanced 
his research beyond the boundaries of sentences. In the mean-
while, some of the critiques levelled against Lakoff’s ideas have 
been addressed; see, e.g., Evans (2019, 267–97) for how weak-
nesses in prototype theory and the theory of idealised cognitive 
models have been addressed. In the same vein, Evans (2019, 300–
46) reports about more refined versions of conceptual metaphor 
and metonymy theory.45 Of significance is Evans’s Access Seman-
tic approach (2019, 458–90), which steers away from Lakoff’s 

 
44 It is for this reason that Van Wolde (2009, 34) opted for Langacker’s 
model “to reframe biblical studies.” 
45 See also Kovecses (2008, 168–84). 
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full-specification approach and associates itself with the latter’s 
“network” model (420–54).46  

Particularly relevant for scholars of BH has been the greater 
focus on how the meanings of linguistic expressions change over 
time; the use of linguistic-typological data; insights into gram-
maticalisation;47 and how the use of corpus linguistic methods 
can be used to study polysemy at all levels of language use.  

3.0. Cognitive Approaches to Biblical Hebrew 
Studies 

3.1. Introduction 

The purpose of this section is to ‘profile’ the application of CL 
insights against the ‘base’ of the overview provided above. I will 
make a distinction—whenever possible—between two major 

 
46 See Falkum and Vicente (2015, 11–13) for a positive assessment of 
Evans’s semantic model. 
47 Grammaticalisation is a sub-field of linguistics in general and not re-
stricted to CL. There are various definitions of grammaticalisation, but 
according to Narrog and Heine (2011, 3), whenever there is debate as 
to whether a phenomenon is an instance of grammaticalisation or not, 
the classic definition of Kuryłowicz (1975 [1965]) is consulted, viz. 
“Grammaticalization consists in the increase of the range of a mor-
pheme advancing from a lexical to a grammatical or from a grammati-
cal to a more grammatical status.” Since CL focuses on the mechanism 
of meaning, i.e., how meaning works and how new meanings emerge 
as language is used, the diachronic perspective of grammaticalisation is 
foundational to the CL enterprise; see Chapter 7 of Langacker (1987). 
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groups, viz. those studies that can be associated mainly with Lan-
gacker and/or his approach, i.e., the Gestalt-psychological strand 
(§2.2.1, above), and those who appear to be more influenced by 
the initiatives of Lakoff and his cognitive semantics, i.e., the phe-
nomenological strand (§2.2.2, above). Since, many of the latter’s 
views were refined in particular in the light of the greater appre-
ciation for, and use of, quantitative and social data sparked by 
the ‘European’ CL wave, I will consider them part of the second 
group. Studies that are difficult to classify will be regarded as 
group 3. 

3.2. Group 1  

I commence with works that can be associated with Langacker. I 
do not list them chronologically, but rather according to how 
‘closely’ they can be associated with Langacker.  

Van Wolde (2009), with reference to Dirven (2005), re-
stricts herself to the ‘stable’ model of Langacker. Not only is Van 
Wolde’s the most comprehensive attempt to apply CL insights to 
BH, it is also the broadest in scope.48 This is because it proposes 
a detailed cognitive method of OT exegesis (2009, 204), indicat-
ing how to account for (1) the socio-cultural embeddedness of 
the text the Hebrew Bible; (2) the lexical meaning of usage 
events; and (3) the meaning structure of biblical texts. She has 
also formulated an abridged version of her model (2009, 205). 
What is particularly helpful in Van Wolde’s approach is that she 

 
48 It should also be noted that Van Wolde’s (2009) is one of a few CL 
applications to BH that is not based on a PhD project, but represents the 
work of an established scholar. 
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provides detailed examples of how each aspect of her model can 
be applied.  

It is impossible to detail each of these examples here. I will 
focus on one, i.e.,  ר עַׁ  The lexeme (i.e., the symbolic unit at the .שַׁ
phonological pole) is typically used in a cognitive domain that 
can be labelled human artifacts > buildings > city49 and illustrates 
in particular the sociocultural embeddedness of BH. By carefully 
comparing the archaeological evidence of city gates from the 
ninth to the fifth century BCE with instances in the Hebrew Bible 
where the base of ר עַׁ -is a city, Van Wolde shows how the inte שַׁ
gration of archaeological and co-textual evidence is needed to 
fully understanding the semantic (conceptual) content of ר עַׁ  in שַׁ
particular instances of use (2009, 72–103). It is, for example, for 
modern readers impossible to understand   ֹים ו ִ֑ ָער  ש  ֵֹ֣י הַׁ נֵּ ֹין־ש  ב בֵּ ֵׁ֖ ד ֹיושֵּ ִ֥ ָדו   
‘David was sitting between the two gates’ (2 Sam. 18.24), if they 
do not know that a complex gate structure includes an outer gate, 
an inner gate, and a space in-between. In the same vein, modern 
readers will not fully appreciate Ruth 4, if they lack knowledge 
of the scenarios (e.g., judicial) typically associated with the space 
provided by the city gate complex. Most exegetes rightly claim 
that such use of context to understand language use is common 
sense. CL is indeed a ‘common sense’ approach that attempts to 
account for the parameters involved when humans construe the 

 
49 Van Wolde (2009, 83) shows that in this domain ר עַׁ  can have as its שַׁ
base, city, tabernacle, or palace. In other words, the ‘gate’ of the city, 
tabernacle, or palace can be referred to by this lexical item. The con-
ceptual content profiled by ר עַׁ  in each case will depend on the specific שַׁ
base that is involved. A ‘city gate’ implies conceptual content that dif-
fers from that of the gate of the tabernacle or a palace, respectively. 
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meaning of a linguistic construction in a particular context of use. 
This is also the reason why Cognitive Semantics is associated 
with the wisdom of traditional historical-philological semantics 
(Geeraerts 2010, 276). 

Since the appearance of her book in 2009, Van Wolde has 
published further applications of her ‘cognitive relational ap-
proach’ on a regular basis.50 Not all of her interpretations have 
been accepted uncritically.51 It is not clear if and how she has 
incorporated the second (post-2008) phase of Langacker’s views 
into her model.52  

Peters (2016) describes Langacker’s model as “at the same 
time complex, accounting for language as a whole, and decep-
tively simple, based on only a few key principles.” Peters uses 
Van Wolde’s abridged version (2009, 205) for his study of the 
concept of ‘cooking’ in the Hebrew Bible. This study represents 
an exemplary application of the foundational work done by Van 

 
50 Van Wolde (2013a; 2013b; 2014; 2015, 2017; 2019).  
51 See, e.g., the critique by Bosman (2011, 115) of Van Wolde (2008). 
Consider also the debate sparked by her views (2009, 197–200) on the 
interpretation of ָּ ָּב אר  . See also Van Wolde and Rezetko (2011) and 
Wardlaw (2014). Some of the linguistic arguments that she uses in a 
recent contribution to the debate (Van Wolde 2017, 611–47) have con-
vinced me that the debate is by no means over.  
52 Kamp’s (2004) PhD study supervised by Van Wolde calls itself “a cog-
nitive linguistic approach to the book of Jonah.” It can be regarded as 
an attempt to integrate basic CL insights into cognitive processes (2004, 
9–13) with functional models of how information is processed in texts 
for purposes of analysing the book of Jonah (2004, 4–5). For a relatively 
similar approach, but focusing only on discourse units, see Robar 
(2014). 
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Wolde. He illustrates how encyclopaedic information on cooking 
practices can be integrated with careful linguistic analyses of the 
lexical items that are typically used to ground and profile acts of 
cooking in the Hebrew Bible.  

Coleman (2018) addresses the problem of ‘transitivity al-
ternations’, i.e., why, on the one hand, one and the same verbal 
lexeme may have a different number of complements and, on the 
other hand, one and the same verbal lexeme may profile different 
participant roles. In this regard, he draws primarily on Lan-
gacker’s Cognitive Grammar and Goldberg’s Construction Gram-
mar (2018, 253) and argues that transitivity is a conceptual phe-
nomenon that is scalar in nature. The transitive construction con-
stitutes a symbolic unit, with a prototypical form-meaning pair-
ing, but it may also have units that differ to various degrees from 
the prototype. These differences can be explained in terms of ex-
tensions and/or different construals of the prototype. For these 
purposes, Coleman uses insights from linguistic typology and 
functional grammar to establish the nature (e.g., the range) and 
functions of transitive constructions across languages. He uses in-
sights from corpus linguists (Hanks 2013) to establish what can 
be regarded as canonical uses (i.e., the norm) and exploitations 
(i.e., construals) of the constructions that he distinguishes in BH. 
A feature of Coleman’s work is that he illustrates how Langacker’s 
insights can be complemented with studies in linguistic typology, 
as well as functional and corpus linguistics, to describe a gram-
matical construction in BH.53  

 
53 For a relatively detailed review of Coleman, in particular a critique 
of his use of the notion ‘focus’, see Van der Merwe (2019a, 121–28).  
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To better appreciate Coleman (2018), his treatment of 
verbs of ‘dressing’ and ‘undressing’ illustrates his concept of ‘tran-
sitivity alteration’. He investigates the various syntactic construc-
tions in which six verbs of dressing and one of undressing occur 
in the Hebrew Bible. Among other things, he comes to the con-
clusion that dressing verbs are typically used in transitive con-
structions, with a direct object that profiles the role of [Dress]. 
The [Dressee] as direct object is also relatively frequently at-
tested and its use represents a secondary norm. The alternation 
is attested crosslinguistically and is called ‘metonymic object 
change’, because the conceptual contiguity of the [Dress] and 
[Dressee] allows either of them to be profiled in a particular 
scene. In such cases, no difference in the semantics of the verb 
needs be postulated; the difference represents only a difference 
in subjective construal by the speaker. Although either the 
[Dress] or the [Dressee] may be the direct object of a construc-
tion, the latter is typically the ultimate goal of an action and is 
marked either by ֵאת, a pronominal suffix, or fronting (2018, 
119). With dress verbs, an indefinite object may also be omitted, 
as in ו ם לִ֑ ח ֵ֣ ֹין־ל  אֵּ וש ו   literally ‘to clothe, but there is no warm for ָלבֵׁ֖
him’ > ‘you clothe, but no-one is warm’ (Hag. 1.6), “serving a 
pragmatic function of focusing on the affectedness of the agent” 
(2018, 119). The intransitive use of dress verbs is relatively in-
frequent and “limited to certain syntactic-semantic environ-
ments” (2018, 119), while passives forms are used only with pas-
sives meanings and serve to downplay the agency role of the sub-
ject.54 

 
54 This section is a revision of a section in Van der Merwe (2019a). 
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Shead’s Radical Frame Semantics (2011) can be linked to 
Langacker via (1) Fillmore’s Frame Semantics as developed as 
part of his Construction Grammar and further refined within its 
application in the FrameNet project, and (2) Croft’s Radical Con-
struction Grammar (see the Gestalt-psychological strand in 
§2.2.1, above). With this ambitious project, which he acknowl-
edges to be only of exploratory nature (2011, 334–35), Shead 
illustrates the realities that BH semanticists must face if they 
want to apply the whole gamut of current CL insights for better 
understanding the mechanisms of meaning. Croft calls his Con-
struction Grammar ‘radical’ because he argues that linguistic cat-
egories at all levels have to be established in a bottom-up fashion, 
i.e., there are no universal categories that can be used as a point 
of departure in linguistic analysis. Shead postulates by implica-
tion that the same principle applies to semantic categories; hence 
he calls his model ‘Radical Frame Semantics’. Although he argues 
that FrameNET represents one of the most sophisticated tools for 
a more adequate description of BH relational constructions, e.g., 
verbs (107–42), he cannot escape the need to modify the model 
for the investigation of a specific non-spoken language (2011, 
145–72). What is more, he was forced to develop his own soft-
ware (HebrewNet) for these purposes, software that he admits 
has some limitations (2011, 192). He applies his model and soft-
ware to describe what he labels חקר terms and establishes that 
they are typically used in explore, search, investigate, and examine 
frames (2011, 304). I have to concur with Peters (2016, 53) that 
Shead’s works is extremely thorough, and that he has much to 
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offer “to the discussion of biblical semantics.” However, one can-
not escape the impression that he sometimes tends to provide too 
much detail. 

Looking at the bibliography compiled by De Blois (2000), 
a PhD which he completed at the Free University in Amsterdam, 
Langacker’s works do not feature. The Semantic Dictionary of Bib-
lical Hebrew project, with De Blois as editor, was launched in 
2003. The initial project was based predominantly on De Blois 
(2000).  

According to De Blois (2002, 280; 2004, 100–1), he is 
“heavily indebted” to the Introduction to Cognitive Linguistics by 
Ungerer and Schmid (1996). From De Blois (2000, 6–8), it can be 
inferred that he was influenced by Martin’s (1994) version of 
frame theory.55 According De Blois (2002, 8), “the strength of 
frame theory lies both in its perspective and its systematic ap-
proach.” He continues:  

As far as its perspective is concerned, the frame theory re-
spects the world view behind a given language.... As far as 
its systematic approach is concerned, the frame theory en-
ables the lexicographer to describe related concepts in a 
uniform way, taking into consideration all relevant seman-
tic aspects or attributes of each concept. 

From De Blois (2002, 280–81) it is clear that he also em-
braces CL insights into categorisation and prototype theory, the 
notion that categories have attributes, as well as the role of met-
aphoric and metonymic mapping in meaning extensions (De Blois 

 
55 Frame theory is typically associated with Fillmore. See, for example, 
Burton (2017, 13) and Evans (2019, 395–402).  
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2004). De Blois (2007) interacts critically with Langacker’s 
(1987) model of semantically based word classes, and comes to 
the conclusion that they can, with minor modifications and addi-
tions, be applied to the categorisation of the lexical stock of BH. 
De Blois (2009) acknowledges Langacker’s distinction of only two 
semantically-based word classes, i.e., RELATIONS and THINGS. 
As far as RELATIONS are concerned, for De Blois the basic do-
mains that “cover the Hebrew semantic field adequately” are PO-
SITION, CONNECTION, PERCEPTION, and DESCRIPTION.56 In 
this regard he refers to Langacker’s distinction between a basic 
and an abstract domain (1987, 147). Unfortunately, the basic do-
mains of De Blois are extremely schematic and he does not indi-
cate if and how his concept of basic domains differs from that of 
Langacker (1987).57 Furthermore, De Blois’s (2004, 100) convic-
tion that CL “requires” a distinction between lexical domains and 
contextual domains resonates more with Evans’s Access Seman-
tics (Evans 2019, 471–90) than with Langacker’s view in this re-
gard.58  

3.2. Group 2  

Van Hecke (2011) is a revision of the author’s second PhD, com-
pleted under the supervision of Ellen van Wolde in 2006. Van 

 
56 For these basic domains, subdomains are also distinguished, e.g., DE-
SCRIPTION has the subdomains Attribute, Attitude, and Modification. 
57 For a user-friendly description of Langacker’s distinction between 
basic versus abstract domains, see Evans (2019, 403–17). 
58 For other recent publications by the author, see De Blois (2014; 
2019). 
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Hecke (2011, 266–72), like van Wolde (2009), fully embraces 
Langacker’s views on the role of understanding the meaning of 
words in terms of a profile and a base in the cognitive domains 
in which they are used. For understanding the polysemy and se-
mantic structure of words in terms of prototype theory and radial 
structures, he turns to the seminal work of his colleague at KU 
Leuven, Dirk Geeraerts.59 He also considers the methodological 
implications of integrating the insights from the Gestalt-psycho-
logical strand (§2.2.1) and the Cognitive Sociolinguistic strand 
(§2.2.3) mentioned above, and then illustrates how his theoreti-
cal framework can be applied to a number of key lexical terms 
and expressions in Job 12–14. Van Hecke (2011, 291–94) de-
scribes in exemplary fashion the innovations of Cognitive Seman-
tics.60 He does this only after pointing out how it builds on his-
torical-philological semantics (286–88). He also acknowledges 
the instrumental value of structural semantics, e.g., componential 
analysis (288–91). In his own study of a number of linguistic ex-
pressions in his corpus, Van Hecke illustrates in a user-friendly 
way how the results of empirical research of the distribution of 

 
59 See Geeraerts (1997). See also De Prenter (2012), one of Van Hecke’s 
PhD students. She uses some of Geeraerts’s views for a description of 
the polysemy of חרם.  
60 Van Hecke (2011, 292) acknowledges insights from the Phenomeno-
logical strand (§2.2.2, above), i.e., Lakoff and others. He has himself 
either supervised (see, e.g., De Joode 2018 and Van Loon 2018) or con-
ducted a number of studies on conceptual metaphor (e.g., 2001b; 
2003b), conceptual blending (2005b), and the role of metaphor and 
metonymy in meaning extension (e.g., 2001; 2007).  
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linguistic expressions can be integrated with critical use of avail-
able encyclopaedic information about these expressions.61  

Van der Merwe began to appreciate the potential of CL 
around 2000. The usage-based thesis of CL aligned with his com-
mitment to describing the ancient language afresh with a bottom-
up approach. He was inspired by the perspectives on human cat-
egorisation that prototype theory made available, and by the fact 
that the extensions of linguistic senses could be explained in a 
principled way and then construed in terms of radially structured 
maps.62 Unlike van Wolde (2009), who made an informed choice 
to follow Langacker closely, Van der Merwe’s advances into CL 
were undertaken in a much more eclectic and piecemeal fashion. 

 
61 See also Van Hecke (2001; 2003a). See also Leong (2019), a PhD 
dissertation obtained at KU Leuven with Pierre van Hecke and Dirk 
Geeraerts as supervisors. The dissertation is a semasiological study to 
understand the semantic structure of the verbal root ׁשלם. Leong (2019, 
21) regards frame semantics (as postulated by Fillmore) as his “meth-
odological framework and distributional semantics as the systematic ap-
proach” to analyse his data. Somewhat surprising about Leong’s study 
is that he hypothesises that a cognitive semantic approach will assist 
him to better understand the meaning a BH verbal root—and also illus-
trate the new insights gained (2019, 209–10)—but he does not engage 
at all with other attempts to better understand BH verbal roots from a 
CL perspective, e.g., Van Wolde (2009); Shead (2011); Bosman (2011); 
Widder (2014). 
62 See Van der Merwe (2003; 2006a). 
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Encouraged by the work of Rechenmacher (2004) and Van Steen-
bergen (2005),63 his first empirical study from a CL perspective 
was an onomasiological study of the concept ‘strength’.64 Alt-
hough the study of particles (e.g., conjunctions, focus particles, 
and discourse markers) has been relatively marginal in CL circles 
(see the Cognitive Discourse strand in §2.2.4, above), Van der 
Merwe has conducted a number of cognitively inspired corpus 
linguistic types of studies in this regard.65 In most of his studies, 
an attempt is made (1) to establish prototypical and less-proto-
typical uses and (2) to provide possible explanations for their pol-
ysemous relationships. For establishing the possible senses of 
function words, he typically draws on the description of equiva-
lents of this closed class of constructions in English, German, 
and/or Dutch. Whenever possible, frame elements and/or syn-

 
63 Van der Merwe supervised this PhD project. Van Steenbergen (2005) 
illustrates the pivotal role of world view in the conceptualisation of neg-
ative moral behavior in the book of Isaiah and the implications this has 
for better understanding the prototypical and less prototypical lexical 
items referring to negative moral behavior in his corpus. See also Van 
Steenbergen (2002 and 2003) and Burton’s (2017, 24–25) critical as-
sessment of his work. 
64 See Van der Merwe (2006b). Van der Merwe (2018a) provides a se-
masiological description of the polysemous relationships of the senses 
of the verbal root חזק. 
65 See Van der Merwe (2007; 2009a, 2009b; 2010; 2011; 2014). See also 
Miller-Naudé and Van der Merwe (2011). 



 Biblical Hebrew and Cognitive Linguistics 671 

tagmatic patterns that can be associated with particular sense dis-
tinctions66 are identified.67 Van der Merwe has also supervised 
postgraduate projects that describe the polysemy of other func-
tion words, each of which can be associated with the Cognitive 
Discourse strand (§2.2.4, above), e.g., purpose and result rela-
tionships in the case of Yoo (2012), conditionals in the case of 
Bivin (2017),68 and causal relationships in the case of Locatell 
(2017).69 A contribution of each of these studies, which drew as 
much as possible from cross-linguistic attested patterns of use, is 
the finding that a pivotal frame element for understanding the 
coherency relationship between utterances is whether a relation-
ship of content, a relation of speech act, or an epistemic relation-
ship is involved.  

 
66 A similar approach has been followed by Bosman (2011) in her ex-
ploratory onomasiologically oriented study of lexemes that are typically 
associated with the concept of affection in BH. 
67 Most of the findings of these studies are reflected in Van der Merwe, 
Naudé, and Kroeze (2017). 
68 Dancygier and Sweetser’s (2005) use of mental space theory to better 
understand conditionals in English is the theoretical point of departure 
of this study. See (§2.2.4, above, on the Cognitive Discourse strand. 
69 Locatell’s study is not limited to the causal functions of י -Like Fol .כִּ
lingstad (2001), he investigates all uses of the particle in the Hebrew 
Bible. However, unlike the latter, Locatell is not convinced that י  must כִּ
be understood as having “a single, highly abstract and invariant core 
and that context provides the variation of nuances” (Locatell 2019, 79). 
He uses cross-linguistic evidence to postulate a development path for 
the particle which explains its various senses and the polysemous rela-
tionships between them. See also Locatell elsewhere in this volume.  
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Consider, for example, the different types of coherency re-
lationships in instances where causal relationships are involved. 

ֶחם (1) ֶרץ ֵאין ָּ ְוֶלֶ֤ א ָ֔ ל־ה  ד ְבכ  ֵבֵ֥ י־כ  ִּֽ ב כִּ ָ֖ ע  ר  דָּ ה  ְמא ֹ֑  
 ‘There was as no food in all the land, for the famine was 

very severe.’ (Gen. 47.13) 

In (1), a content causal relationship is involved, since the grounds 
of a state of affairs in nature are due to the objective laws of 
nature.  

אֶמר (2) הָּ ַוי ֹּ֨ ֶ֤ ָּ ְיהו  אָּ ֶאל־מ ֶׁשה  ָ֣ יר  ו ַאל־תִּ י א תָ֔ ָ֣ ְדך ָּ כִּ י ְבי  תִּ ַתַ֧ ו נ  א תֹ֛  
 ‘But the LORD said to Moses, “Do not fear him; for into your 

hand I have given him.”’ (Num. 21.34) 

In (2), the grounds of a speech act, in this case a directive “Do 
not be afraid,” are not based on any objective law of nature, but 
are connected to what a speaker says he/she will do. In other 
words, the causal relationship is subjectively construed by the 
speaker. 

ן֒ אֶמר ַָּוי ָּ (3) ת  י נ  ָ֣ ֶלְך ֲאד נִּ ה ַהֶמָ֔ ָ֣ ָּ ַאת  ְרת  ַמָ֔ ָ֖הּו א  י  ְך ֲאד נִּ ְמלָ֣ י יִּ ֹ֑ ּוא ַאֲחר  ב ְוהָ֖ י׃ ֵיֵׁשֵ֥ ִּֽ ְסאִּ  ַעל־כִּ

י׀ ָ֣ דָּ כִּ ַרָ֣ ום י  ְזַבח ַהיֹּ֗ יִּ ור ַוַ֠ יא־ְוצ אן ָּ ׁשֵ֥ ְמרִּ ר בָּ֒ ּוִּֽ א ָּ ל  ְקר  יָּ ַויִּ ל־ְבֵנֹּ֨ ֶלְך ְלכ  יָּ ַהֶמֶּ֜ ֵרֶ֤  ּוְלש 

ָּ א  ב  רָּ ַהצ  ָ֣ ת  ןָּ ּוְלֶאְבי   ... ַהכ ֵהָ֔
 ‘And Nathan said, “My lord the king, have you said, ‘Adon-

ijah shall reign after me, and he shall sit upon my throne’? 
For he has gone down this day, and has sacrificed oxen, 
fatlings, and sheep in abundance, and has invited all the 
king’s sons, the commanders of the army, and Abiathar the 
priest…’ (1 Kgs 1.24–25) 

In (3), again, a subjectively construed causal relationship is in-
volved. In this case, the grounds for making the assertion in 1 Kgs 
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1.24 are the evidence that a speaker provides in v. 25; hence the 
label ‘epistemic relationship’. Causal relationships that are con-
strued by speakers may involve one main clause and one depend-
ent causal clause, e.g., in (2). Often, however, more than one 
‘main’ and one dependent clause are involved, see, e.g., (3).  

ַעָּ (4) י־יוֵדָ֣ ִּֽ ה כִּ הו  ֶרְךָּ ְיְ֭ ים ֶדָ֣ ֹ֑ י קִּ ֶרְךָּ ַצדִּ ים ְוֶדָ֖ ָ֣ עִּ ד׃ָּ ְרׁש  ת אֵבִּֽ  
 ‘For the LORD takes care of [lit. knows] the way of the right-

eous, but the way of the wicked will perish.’ (Ps. 1.6). 
In (4), the grounds for why the psalmist can utter Ps. 1.1–5 is 
provided. In this case, the grounds provided confirm what has 
been said in vv. 1–5, in other words, a substantial chunk of text. 
Since, it could be argued that the grounds refer to something that 
both the addresser and the addressee already know, the ‘causal’ 
particle could also be translated in English as ‘yes’, ‘after all’, or 
‘the fact of the matter is’. In BH, the common ground shared or 
not shared by interlocutors is not lexicalised in the case of causal 
ֹי  However, in English (and many other languages) it could be .כ 
lexicalised. To translate this particle adequately in English, one 
therefore needs insight into the possible coherency relationships 
of connectors.70 One type of function word that has received am-

 
70 The notion of different levels of coherency relationship is not a novel 
insight of CL; see, for example, Claassen (1983). The insights in this 
regard should rather be regarded as further evidence that languages 
typically reflect the subjective construals of their speakers; see also Ver-
hagen (2005). This is why it has been fully embraced by CL scholars, 
see, e.g., Sanders and Sweetser (2009). 
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ple attention in CL circles is prepositions, in particular the prep-
osition ‘over’.71 A number of postgraduate projects supervised by 
Van der Merwe (Lyle 2012; Mena 2012; Lee 2016; Rodriguez 
2017) did not use Lakoff’s ‘full specification account’ model, but 
rather the ‘principled polysemy account’72 proposed by Tyler and 
Evans (2003).73 In these studies the polysemy of BH prepositions 
is typically explained in terms of crosslinguistically attested pat-
terns of extensions, e.g., from a concrete spatial relationship to 
more abstract ones and/or paths of grammaticalisation.74 The 
polysemous relationship between the prototypical and less pro-
totypical senses were in most cases construed by means of radi-
ally structured maps. 

 From the conclusion of Widder’s (2014) study, which she 
labels as an instance of cognitive semantics, it appears that she 
was influenced by Evans (2009) in the structure of her investiga-
tion of a BH lexical set that refers to the concept of ‘teach’ in 
ancient Israel. She first analysed the syntagmatic frames (e.g., 
clause types and participant roles) of each of the lexemes (in their 

 
71 See Lakoff (1987, 416–61) and Tyler and Evans (2003). 
72 Evans (2019, 445) concedes that the single functional element posited 
by this model “is empirically inadequate to account for the range of 
non-spatial, ‘functional’ sense-units that develop over time, from the 
prototypical spatial sense”. According to him (2019, 454), his current 
“theory of Access Semantic” addresses this issue more satisfactorily. 
73 Lemmer (2014) is not a student of Van der Merwe’s, but also used 
Tyler and Evans’s (2003) ‘principled polysemy account’ to describe in a 
Master’s thesis the polysemy of the preposition ן  .in the book of Judges מִּ
74 See also Hardy (2014), who focuses on grammaticalisation paths of 
BH prepositions. 
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various stem formations) of her set to establish each one’s seman-
tic potential. In the light of the usage patterns, and with reference 
to relevant contextual considerations, she then established the 
prototypical sense of a particular lexical unit. After that, she pro-
filed that prototypical sense against a universal concept of teach-
ing that she had formulated. She acknowledges that in the latter 
approach she deviates from what is typically the case in CL. In 
short, Widder draws on basic insights from CL that she hypothe-
sises can help her better understand the concept of teaching in 
BH and then illustrates the value of her approach.75 

3.3. Group 3 

There are two monographs that are revisions of PhD dissertations 
that are difficult to associate with any of the trends mentioned 
above.  

Burton (2017) displays acute awareness of the challenges 
inherent in the semantic analysis of an ancient language such as 
BH. She therefore sets out to develop a cognitive corpus-based 
approach that “pay[s] close attention to the textual evidence, and 
all clues available therein” (2017, 31). Unlike some of the ono-
masiologically oriented attempts referred to above, e.g., Van der 
Merwe (2006b), Bosman (2011), and Widder (2014), who merely 
postulate the possible members of the lexical sets of the concepts 
that they investigate, Burton develops a model to establish in an 
inter-subjectively verifiable way the lexical units that belong to 

 
75 In this regard, her approach shows some similarities to that of Bosman 
(2011). 
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the concept that she investigates, viz. ‘glory’. For the frame anal-
ysis of the lexical set, Burton’s range of (admittedly subjective) 
parameters76 to consider is in line with what is called a ‘Behav-
iour Profile Analysis’.77 As far as the lexemes of the concept that 
she has investigated are concerned, Burton illustrates the benefits 
of her model for better understanding their use, relationships, 
and the differences between their uses.78 

Müller (2018) primarily uses the notion of ‘conceptual 
metonomy’ to investigate and explain the polysemous senses of 
the lexeme ֶנֶפש. She illustrates convincingly that BH is by no 
means unique in its use (and extensions) of a body part term to 
profile a human being in terms of the typical experiences that are 
associated with that body part, in this case ‘throat’. 79 Like in 
many other languages, the active zone body part may also be 
fully grammaticalised to become a pronoun.80 

4.0. Concluding remarks 
CL is sometimes primarily associated with the study of the con-
ceptualisations and processes behind the metaphors and meto-

 
76 She calls these parameters ‘semantic features’: identity, ascription, 
giving and taking, verbs, causal relations, reaction, association, meta-
phor, antonyms, idioms, and distribution. 
77 See the Cognitive Sociolinguistic strand discussed in §2.3.3, above, 
and also Thompson and Lyle (2019, 127–48). 
78 For a critical review of Burton, see Van der Merwe (2018b, 89–93). 
79 For a critical review of Müller, see Van der Merwe (2019b). 
80 See also Van der Merwe and Cornelius (2019).  
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nyms that pervade human language. CL has also, however, con-
firmed and refined a traditional maxim about linguistic meaning, 
namely, that it is embedded in situated human communication. 
Furthermore, it has highlighted the fact that language is a dy-
namic and complex system, and that meaning is both an individ-
ually embodied and socially grounded phenomenon that emerges 
as human subjects use their language. Since the inception of CL 
in the late 1970s, its shared commitments and theses have laid a 
firm foundation for research into both the nature of meaning and 
the meaning-extension of linguistic constructions.  

The founding fathers of CL addressed the complexities of 
language from different angles. Langacker tried to provide an 
over-arching explanatory framework, first at clause level and 
more recently at text level. His framework(s) tends to remain rel-
atively stable and leave room for different methodologies, which, 
of course, may be scrutinised.81 Lakoff appears to have embraced 
sometimes promising findings and methodologies that were pop-
ular, but have not always stood the test of time, e.g., his concep-
tual metaphor theory. Nevertheless, the challenges of refining 
some of his theses prompted more interdisciplinary initiatives, 
e.g., the use of corpus linguistics methods, sociolinguistic, and 
diachronic information, as well as linguistic-typological data and 
patterns of grammaticalisation to better understand (for exam-
ple) polysemy.  

The BH scholars discussed in this paper have responded in 
different ways to the promises and challenges brought forth by 
CL. Most of the studies that have been discussed above address 

 
81 See, e.g., the critique of Van Wolde referred to above in fn. 51. 
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specific problems. Van Wolde (2009), and in some sense Van 
Hecke (2011), given the wider scope of their projects, are the 
exceptions in this regard. Van Wolde (2009) and Peters (2016) 
are also unique in opting to use Langacker’s model exclusively. 
Van Hecke has complemented the insights he gained from Lan-
gacker with those of, amongst others, Geeraerts. Van der Merwe 
and his students have been fairly eclectic in terms of methodo-
logical frameworks used in their investigations (of mainly func-
tion words). These frameworks have employed the basic theses 
of CL as points of departure. They also have typically been in-
formed by insights from a linguistic-typological perspective.  

A challenge for BH scholars remains that CL provides no 
ready-made ‘recipe’ for studying an ancient language. The meth-
odological frameworks suggested by Shead (2011) and Burton 
(2017), as well as the questions noted above about Van Wolde’s 
interpretations, illustrate the problem. What this broad orienta-
tion also hints at is that a way to optimally use distributional data 
and statistical methods for establishing the different senses of lin-
guistic expressions has yet to be established, both in CL and BH.82 

References 
Andrason, Alexander. 2011. ‘The Biblical Hebrew Verbal System 

in Light of Grammaticalization—the Second Generation’. 
Hebrew Studies 53: 351–83. 

———. 2012. ‘Thermodynamic Model of the Biblical Hebrew 
Verbal System’. In Grammaticalization in Semitic, edited by 

 
82 See the exploratory study of Thompson and Lyle (2019). 



 Biblical Hebrew and Cognitive Linguistics 679 

Domenyk Eades, 146–63. Journal of Semitic Studies Sup-
plement Series 29. Oxford: Oxford University Press.  

———. 2014. ‘Language Complexity: An Insight from Complex-
System Theory’. International Journal of Language and Lin-
guistics 2 (2): 74–89. 

———. 2019. ‘Categorial Gradience and Fuzziness—The QWM 
Gram (Serial Verb Construction) in Biblical Hebrew’. In An-
cient Text and Modern Readers: Studies in Ancient Hebrew Lin-
guistics and Bible Translation, edited by Gideon R. Kotzé, 
Christian S. Locatell, and Jack A. Messarra, 100–26. Studia 
Semitica Neerlandica 71. Leiden: Brill.  

Basson, Alec. 2006. Divine Metaphor in Selected Hebrew Psalms of 
Lamentation. Forschungen zum Alten Testament II/15. Tü-
bingen: Mohr Siebeck. 

Bergen, Benjamin. 2015. ‘Embodiment’. In Handbook of Cognitive 
Linguistics, edited by Ewa Dąbrowska and Dagmar Divjak, 
10–30. Handbook of Linguistics and Communicative Sci-
ence 39. Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton.  

Bivin, William E. 2017. ‘The Particle  ם  and Conditionality in א 
Biblical Hebrew Revisited: A Cognitive Linguistic Account’. 
PhD dissertation, Stellenbosch University. 

———. 2018. ‘Building Spaces: Reevaluating the Particle ם  .’א 
Journal of Northwest Semitic Languages 44 (2): 1–21. 

Bosman, Tiana. 2011. ‘Biblical Hebrew Lexicology and Cognitive 
Semantics: A Study of Lexemes of Affection’. PhD disserta-
tion, Stellenbosch University. 

Burton, Marilyn E. 2017. The Semantics of Glory: A Cognitive 
Corpus-Based Approach to Hebrew Word Meaning. Studia 
Semitica Neerlandica 98. Leiden: Brill. 



680 New Perspectives in Biblical and Rabbinic Hebrew 

Bybee, Joan L., Revere Perkins, and William Pagliuca. 1994. The 
Evolution of Grammar. Chicago: The University of Chicago 
Press. 

Chau, Kevin D. 2011. ‘A Poetics for Metaphor in Biblical Hebrew 
Poetry’. PhD dissertation, University of Wisconsin at Madi-
son. 

———. 2014. ‘Metaphor’s Forgotten Brother: A Survey of Meton-
ymy in Biblical Hebrew Poetry’. Journal for Semitics 23 
(2): 633–52. 

———. 2015. ‘Interpreting Biblical Metaphors: Introducing the 
Invariance Principle’. Vetus Testamentum 65: 377–89. 

Claassen, Walter T. 1983. ‘Speaker-oriented Functions of kî in 
Biblical Hebrew’. Journal of Northwest Semitic Languages 11: 
29–46. 

Coleman, Stephen. 2018. The Biblical Hebrew Transitivity Alterna-
tion in Cognitive Linguistic Perspective. Abhandelungen für 
die Kunde des Morgenlandes 114. Wiesbaden: Harrasso-
witz. 

Croft, William. 2001. Radical Construction Grammar: Syntactic 
Theory in Typological Perspective. Oxford: Oxford Univer-
sity Press. 

Croft, William, and D. Allen Cruse. 2004. Cognitive Linguistics. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Dąbrowska, Ewa. 2016. ‘Cognitive Linguistic Seven Deadly Sins’. 
Cognitive Linguistics 27 (4): 479–91. 

Dąbrowska, Ewa, and Dagmar Divjak (eds). 2015. Handbook of 
Cognitive Linguistics. Handbook of Linguistics and Commu-
nicative Science 39. Berlin: De Gruyter, Mouton. 



 Biblical Hebrew and Cognitive Linguistics 681 

Dancygier, Barbara (ed.). 2017. The Cambridge Handbook of Cog-
nitive Linguistics. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  

Dancygier, Barbara, and Eve Sweetser. 2005. Mental Spaces in 
Grammar: Conditional Constructions. Cambridge: Cambridge 
University Press. 

De Blois, Reinier. 2000. ‘Towards a New Dictionary of Biblical 
Hebrew Based on Semantic Domains’. PhD dissertation, 
Free University, Amsterdam. 

———. 2002. ‘A Semantic Dictionary of Biblical Hebrew’. In Cur-
rent Trends in Scripture Translation, edited by Phil A. Noss, 
275–95. Ann Arbor, MI: United Bible Societies. 

———. 2004. ‘Lexicography and Cognitive Linguistics: Hebrew 
Metaphors from a Cognitive Perspective’. Davar Logos 3 (2): 
97–116. 

———. 2007. ‘Word Classes in Biblical Hebrew: A Cognitive Ap-
proach’. Paper Read at the Annual Meeting of the Society 
of Biblical Literature, 17–20 November, San Diego. 

———. 2009. ‘The Semantic Structure of Biblical Hebrew’. Paper 
Read at the Annual Meeting of the Society of Biblical Liter-
ature, 21–24 November, New Orleans. 

———. 2014. ‘Where Syntax and Semantics Intersect: The Story 
of שלח’. In Reflections on Lexicography: Explorations in An-
cient Syriac, Hebrew, and Greek Sources, edited by Richer A. 
Taylor and Craig E. Morrison, 115–24. Perspectives on Lin-
guistics and Ancient Languages 4. Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias 
Press. 

———. 2019. ‘Biblical Lexicography and the Semantic Structure 
of the Target Language: The Case of ְך  In Ancient Text and .’אַׁ



682 New Perspectives in Biblical and Rabbinic Hebrew 

Modern Readers: Studies in Ancient Hebrew Linguistics and Bi-
ble Translation, edited by Gideon R. Kotzé, Christian S. 
Locatell, and Jack A. Messarra, 165–79. Studia Semitica 
Neerlandica 71. Leiden: Brill. 

De Joode, Johan. 2018. Metaphorical Landscapes and the Theol-
ogy of the Book of Job: An Analysis of Job’s Spatial Meta-
phors. Vetus Testamentum, Supplements 179. Leiden: Brill. 

De Joode, Johan, and Hanneke van Loon. 2014. ‘Selecting and 
Analyzing Metaphors in the Hebrew Bible: Cognitive Lin-
guistics and the Literary’. In Approaches to Literary Readings 
of Ancient Jewish Writings, edited by Klaas Smelik and Ka-
rolien Vermeulen, 39–76. Studia Semitica Neerlandica 62. 
Leiden: Brill. 

De Prenter, Janneke A. 2012. ‘The Contrastive Polysemous Mean-
ing of חרם in the Book of Joshua: A Cognitive Linguistic 
Approach’. In The Book of Joshua, edited by Ed Noord, 473–
88. Bibliotheca Ephemeridium Theologicarum Lovanien-
sium 250. Leuven: Peeters. 

Dirven, René. 2005. ‘Major Strands in Cognitive Linguistics’. In 
Cognitive Linguistics: Internal Dynamics and Interdisciplinary 
Interaction, edited by Ruiz de Mendoza Ibáñez and M. San-
dra Peña Cervel, 17–68. Cognitive Linguistics Research 32. 
Berlin: De Gruyter. 

Divjak, Dagmar, Natalia Levshina, and Jane Klavan. 2016. ‘Cog-
nitive Linguistics: Looking Back, Looking Forward’. Cogni-
tive Linguistics 27 (4): 447–63. 

Evans, Vyvyan. 2009. How Words Mean: Lexical Concepts, Cog-
nitive Models, and Meaning Construction. Oxford: Oxford 
University Press. 



 Biblical Hebrew and Cognitive Linguistics 683 

———. 2012. ‘Cognitive Linguistics’. Wiley Interdisciplinary Re-
views: Cognitive Science 3 (2): 129–41. 

———. 2019. Cognitive Linguistics: A Complete Guide. Edinburgh: 
Edinburgh University Press. 

Falkum, Ingrid L., and Augustin Vicente. 2015. ‘Polysemy: Cur-
rent Perspective and Approaches’. Lingua 157: 1–16. 

Fauconnier, Gilles. 1997. Mappings in Thought and Language. Cam-
bridge: University Press. 

Fauconnier, Gilles, and Mark Turner. 2002. The Way We Think: 
Conceptual Blending and the Mind’s Hidden Complexities. 
New York: Basic Books. 

Follingstad, Carl M. 2001. Deictic Viewpoint in Biblical Hebrew 
Text: A Syntagmatic and Paradigmatic Analysis of the Par-
ticle י  .Special Issue of Journal of Text and Translation .(kî) כִּ
Dallas, TX: SIL. 

Geeraerts, Dirk. 1997. Diachronic Prototype Semantics. A Contri-
bution to Historical Lexicology. Oxford: Clarendon. 

———. 2010. Theories of Lexical Semantics. Oxford: Oxford Uni-
versity Press. 

———. 2015. ‘Lexical Semantics’. In Handbook of Cognitive Lin-
guistics, edited by Ewa Dąbrowska and Dagmar Divjak, 
273–95. Handbooks of Linguistics and Communication Sci-
ence 39. Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton. 

———. 2016a. ‘The Sociosemiotic Commitment’. Cognitive Lin-
guistics 27 (4): 527–42. 

———. 2016b. ‘Sense Individuation’. In The Routledge Handbook 
of Semantics, edited by Nick Riemer, 233–47. London: 
Routledge.  



684 New Perspectives in Biblical and Rabbinic Hebrew 

_________. 2017. Conceptual Structure and Conceptual Variation. Cog-
nitive Linguistics Classic Papers Series. Shanghai: Shanghai 
Foreign Language Education Press. 

Geeraerts, Dirk, and Herbert Cuyckens (eds). 2007. The Oxford 
Handbook of Cognitive Linguistics. New York: Oxford Univer-
sity Press. 

Glynn, Dylan, and Kerstin Fischer (eds). 2010. Quantitative Meth-
ods in Cognitive Semantics: Corpus-Driven Approaches. Cogni-
tive Linguistic Research 46. Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton. 

Goldberg, Adele E. 1995. Constructions: A Construction Gram-
mar Approach to Argument Structure. Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press. 

Gries, Stefan Th. 2015. ‘Polysemy’. In Handbook of Cognitive Lin-
guistics, edited by Ewa Dąbrowska and Dagmar Divjak, 
472–90. Handbooks of Linguistics and Communication Sci-
ence 39. Berlin: De Gruyton Mouton. 

Gries, Stefan Th., and Anatol Stefanowitsch. 2006. Corpora in 
Cognitive Linguistics: Corpus-Based Approaches to Syntax 
and Lexis. Berlin: De Gruyter. 

Hanks, Patrick. 2013. Lexical Analysis: Norms and Exploitation. 
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 

Hardy, Humphrey H. 2014. ‘Diachronic Development in Biblical 
Hebrew Prepositions: A Case Study in Grammaticalization’. 
PhD dissertation, University of Chicago. 

Heine, Bernd, Ulrike Claudi, and Friederike Hünnemeyer. 1991. 
Grammaticalization: A Conceptual Framework. Chicago: Uni-
versity of Chicago. 

Hilpert, Martin. 2015. ‘Historical Linguistics’. In Handbook of 
Cognitive Linguistics, edited by Ewa Dąbrowska and Dagmar 



 Biblical Hebrew and Cognitive Linguistics 685 

Divjak, 346–65. Handbooks of Linguistics and Communica-
tion Science 39. Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton. 

Hoffmann, Thomas. 2017. ‘From Constructions to Construction 
Grammars’. In The Cambridge Handbook of Cognitive Linguis-
tics, edited by Barbara Dancygier, 310–29. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press.  

Hoffmann, Thomas, and Graeme Trousdale. 2013. The Oxford 
Handbook of Construction Grammar. Oxford: Oxford Univer-
sity Press. 

Hopper, Paul J., and Elizabeth C. Traugott. 2003. Grammaticali-
zation. 2nd edition. Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press. 

Howe, Bonnie, and Joel B. Green (eds). 2014. Cognitive Linguistic 
Explorations in Biblical Studies. Berlin: De Gruyter. 

Janda, Laura A. 2013. ‘Quantitative Methods in Cognitive Lin-
guistics: An Introduction’. In Cognitive Linguistics: The Quan-
titative Turn: The Essential Reader, edited by Laura A Janda, 
1–32. Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton.  

Jindo, Job Y. 2010. Biblical Metaphor Reconsidered: A Cognitive 
Approach to Poetic Prophecy in Jeremiah 1–24. Harvard 
Semitic Monographs 64. Leiden: Brill. 

Kamp, Albert. 2004. Inner Worlds: A Cognitive-Linguistic Approach 
to the Book of Jonah. Biblical Interpretation Series 68. Lei-
den: Brill. 

Kay, Paul, and Charles J Fillmore. 1999. ‘Grammatical Construc-
tions and Linguistic Generalizations: The What’s X Doing Y? 
Construction’. Language 75 (1): 1–33. 

Khan, Geoffrey A., and Christo H. J. Van der Merwe. 2020. ‘To-
wards a Comprehensive Model for Interpreting Word Order 



686 New Perspectives in Biblical and Rabbinic Hebrew 

in Classical Biblical Hebrew. Journal of Semitic Studies 65 
(2): 347–90. 

Koptjevskaja-Tamm, Maria. 2015. ‘Semantic Typology’. In Hand-
book of Cognitive Linguistics, edited by Ewa Dąbrowska and 
Dagmar Divjak, 453–72. Handbooks of Linguistics and 
Communication Sciences 39. Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton. 

Kotzé, Zacharias. 2004. ‘A Cognitive Linguistic Approach to the 
Emotion of Anger in the Old Testament’. HTS Teologiese 
Studies/Theological Studies 60 (3): 843–63. 

———. 2005. ‘A Cognitive Linguistic Methodology for the Study 
of Metaphor in the Hebrew Bible’. Journal of Northwest Se-
mitic Languages 31 (1): 107–17. 

Kövecses, Zoltán. 2008. ‘Conceptual Metaphor Theory: Some 
Criticisms and Alternative Proposals’. Annual Review of Cog-
nitive Linguistics 6: 168–84. 

Kraska-Szlenk, Iwona. 2014. ‘Semantic Extensions of Body Part 
Terms: Common Patterns and Their Interpretation’. Lan-
guage Sciences 44: 15–39. 
doi.org/10.1016/j.langsci.2014.02.002 

_________. 2020. Body Part Terms in Conceptualization and Language 
Use. Cognitive Linguistic Studies in Cultural Contexts 12. 
Amsterdam: John Benjamins. 

Kuryłowicz, Jerzy. 1975 [1965]. ‘The Evolution of Grammatical 
Categories’. Esquisses linguistiques 2: 38–54. 

Kruger, Paul A. 2000. ‘A Cognitive Interpretation of the Emotion 
of Anger in the Hebrew Bible’. Journal of Northwest Semitic 
Languages 26: 155–62. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.langsci.2014.02.002


 Biblical Hebrew and Cognitive Linguistics 687 

Lakoff, George. 1987. Women, Fire and Dangerous Things: What 
Categories Reveal About the Mind. Chicago: University of 
Chicago. 

Lakoff, George, and Mark Johnson. 1980. Metaphors We Live By. 
Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Lakoff, George, and Mark Turner. 1989. More Than Cool Reason: 
A Field Guide to Poetic Metaphor. Chicago: University of Chi-
cago Press. 

Langacker, Ronald W. 1987. Foundations of Cognitive Grammar: 
Vol. I. Theoretical Prerequisites. Stanford, CA: Stanford Uni-
versity Press. 

———. 1991. Foundations of Cognitive Grammar. Vol II. De-
scriptive Application. Stanford, CA: Stanford University 
Press. 

———. 2013. Essentials of Cognitive Grammar. Oxford: Oxford 
University Press. 

———. 2016. ‘Working Towards a Synthesis’. Cognitive Linguistics 
27 (4): 465–77. 

———. 2017. ‘Cognitive Grammar’. In The Cambridge Handbook 
of Cognitive Linguistics, edited by Barbara Dancygier, 262–
83. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  

Lamprecht, At. 2015. ‘Spatial Cognition and the Death Metaphor 
in the Hebrew Bible’. PhD dissertation, University of the 
Free State, Bloemfontein. 

Lee, Yo-Seob. 2016. ‘Description of the Biblical Hebrew Lexeme 
-A Cognitive Approach’. MA thesis, Stellenbosch Univer :ֶאל
sity. 



688 New Perspectives in Biblical and Rabbinic Hebrew 

Lemmer, Lisa. 2014. ‘The Polysemic Nature of the of the Prepo-
sition ן  in Biblical Hebrew: A Study in the Book of (min) מ 
Judges’. MA thesis, North-West University, Potchefstroom. 

Leong, Chin Hei. 2019. ‘Completeness – Balance: Revisiting the 
Biblical Hebrew Verb שלם from the Perspective of Cognitive 
Semantics’. PhD dissertation, KU Leuven. 

Locatell, Christian S. 2017. ‘Grammatical Polysemy in the He-
brew Bible: A Cognitive Linguistic Approach to kî’. PhD dis-
sertation, Stellenbosch University. 

———. 2019. ‘Causal Relationships Communicated with ֹי  A :כ 
Cognitively Oriented Analysis’. Journal of Northwest Se-
mitic Languages 45 (2): 79–102. 

Lyle, Kristopher A. 2012. ‘A Cognitive Semantic Assessment of  ם  ע 
and ת -s Semantic Potential’. MA thesis, Stellenbosch Uni’אֵּ
versity. 

———. 2013. ‘A New Methodology for Ascertaining the Semantic 
Potential of Biblical Hebrew Prepositions’. Hebrew Studies 
54 (1): 49–67. 

Martin, Willy. 1994. ‘Knowledge-Representation Schemata and 
Dictionary Definitions’. In Perspectives on English, edited by 
Keith Carlon, Kristin Davidse, Brygida Rudzka-Ostyn, and 
Emma Vorlat, 237–56. Orbis 2. Leuven: Peeters. 

Mena, Andrea K. 2012. ‘The Semantic Potential of ל  ,in Genesis עַׁ
Psalms, and Chronicles’. MA thesis, Stellenbosch Univer-
sity. 

Miller-Naudé, Cynthia L., and Christo H. J. van der Merwe. 2011. 
ה‘ נֵּ  and Mirativity in Biblical Hebrew’. Hebrew Studies 52 ה 
(1): 53–81. 



 Biblical Hebrew and Cognitive Linguistics 689 

Müller, Katrin. 2018. Lobe den Herrn Meine “Seele”: Eine Kognitiv-
Linguistische Studie zur Nӕfӕš des Menschen im Alten Testa-
ment. Beiträge zur Wissenschaft vom Alten und Neuen Tes-
tament 215. Stuttgart: Kohlhammer. 

Murphy, Gregory L. 2002. The Big Book Concepts. Cambridge, MA: 
MIT Press. 

Narrog, Heiko, and Bernd Heine (eds). 2011. The Oxford Hand-
book of Grammaticalization. Oxford: Oxford University 
Press. 

Peters, Kurtis. 2016. Hebrew Lexical Semantics and Daily Life in 
Ancient Israel: What’s Cooking in Biblical Hebrew. Biblical 
Interpretation Series 146. Leiden: Brill. 

Rechenmacher, Hans. 2004. ‘Kognitive Linguistik und al-
thebräische Lexikographie’. Journal of Northwest Semitic 
Languages 30 (2): 43–59. 

Riemer, Nick. 2010. Introducing Semantics. Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press. 

Robar, Elizabeth. 2014. The Verb and the Paragraph in Biblical He-
brew: A Cognitive-Linguistic Approach. Studies in Semitic 
Studies Languages and Linguistics 78. Leiden: Brill. 

Rodriguez, Daniel. 2017. ‘The Biblical Hebrew Prepositions taḥat, 
ʻal, ʼaḥar and lifnê/mifnê: A Cognitive Linguistic Account’. 
PhD dissertation, Stellenbosch University. 

Ruark, Joel. 2019. ‘Toward an Old Testament Theology of Light: 
From Physical Concept to Metaphysical Analogy’. PhD dis-
sertation, Stellenbosch University. 

Sanders, Ted, and Eve Sweetser (eds). 2009. Causal Categories in 
Discourse and Cognition. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter. 



690 New Perspectives in Biblical and Rabbinic Hebrew 

Shead, Stephen L. 2011. Radical Frame Semantics and Biblical He-
brew: Exploring Lexical Semantics. Biblical Interpretation Se-
ries 108. Leiden: Brill. 

Taylor, John R. 2002. Cognitive Grammar. Oxford: Oxford Univer-
sity Press. 

———. 2003. Linguistic Categorization. 3rd edition. New York: 
Oxford University Press. 

———. 2015. ‘Prototypes Effects in Grammar’. In Handbook of 
Cognitive Linguistics, edited by Ewa Dąbrowska and Dagmar 
Divjak, 562–79. Handbooks of Linguistics and Communica-
tion Sciences 39. Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton. 

Taylor, John R., and Jeannette Littlemore. 2014. The Bloomsbury 
Companion to Cognitive Linguistics. London: Bloomsbury. 

Thompson, Jeremy and Kristopher A. Lyle. 2019. ‘A Behavioral 
Profile Analysis of Biblical Hebrew פקד: Quantitative Ex-
plorations of Polysemy’. In Ancient Text and Modern Read-
ers: Studies in Ancient Hebrew Linguistics and Bible Transla-
tion, edited by Gideon R. Kotzé, Christian S. Locatell and 
Jack A. Messarra, 127–48. Studia Semitica Neerlandica 71. 
Leiden: Brill. 

Traugott, Elizabeth C., and Richard B. Dasher. 2002. Regularity in 
Semantic Change. Cambridge Studies in Linguistics 97. Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Turner, Mark. 1996. The Literary Mind: The Origins of Thought and 
Language. New York: Oxford University Press. 

Tyler, Andrea, and Vyvyan Evans. 2003. The Semantics of Eng-
lish Prepositions: Spatial Scenes, Embodied Meaning and 
Cognition. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 



 Biblical Hebrew and Cognitive Linguistics 691 

Van der Merwe, Christo H. J. 2003. ‘Some Recent Trends in Bib-
lical Hebrew Linguistics: A Few Pointers towards a More 
Comprehensive Model of Language Use’. Hebrew Studies 44: 
7–24. 

———. 2006a. ‘Biblical Hebrew Lexicology: A Cognitive Linguis-
tic Perspective’. KUSATU 6: 87–112. 

———. 2006b. ‘Lexical Meaning in Biblical Hebrew and Cogni-
tive Semantics: A Case Study’. Biblica 87 (1): 85–95. 

———. 2006c. ‘Biblical Exegesis, Cognitive Linguistics and Hy-
pertext’. In Congress Volume Leiden 2004, edited by André 
Lemaire, 255–80. Supplement to Vetus Testamentum 109. 
Leiden: Brill. 

———. 2007. ‘A Cognitive Linguistic Perspective on  ה נֵּ  in the ה 
Pentateuch, Joshua, Judges and Ruth’. Hebrew Studies 47: 
238–77. 

———. 2009a. ‘The Biblical Hebrew Particle ף -Vetus Testamen .’אַׁ
tum 59: 266–83. 

———. 2009b. ‘Another Look at the Biblical Hebrew Focus Par-
ticle ם  .Journal of Semitic Studies 54 (2): 313–32 .’גַׁ

———. 2010. ‘Hebrew Linguistics as Corpus Linguistics’. In Com-
puter Assisted Research on the Bible in the 21st Century, edited 
by L. Vegas Montaner, G. Seijas de los Ríos-Zarzosa, and J. 
del Barco, 135–58. Bible in Technology 5. Piscataway, NJ: 
Gorgias Press. 

———. 2011. ‘The Difference between  ן ה ,הֵּ נֵּ ה and ה  אֵּ  In “Ich .’ר 
Werde Meinen Bund mit Euch Niemals Brechen!” (Ri 2,1): 
Festschrift für Walter Gross Zum 70. Geburtstag, edited by 
Erasmus Gass and Herman-Josef Stipp, 237–56. Freiburg: 
Herder.  



692 New Perspectives in Biblical and Rabbinic Hebrew 

———. 2014. ‘The Challenge of Better Understanding Discourse 
Particles: The Case of ן -Journal of Northwest Semitic Lan .’ָלכֵּ
guages 40 (2): 127–57. 

———. 2018a. ‘The Polysemous Relationships between the 
Senses of the Verbal Root חזק’. Biblica 99 (2): 1–23. 

———. 2018b. ‘Review of Burton, Marilyn E. 2017. The Seman-
tics of Glory: A Cognitive, Corpus-Based Approach to He-
brew Word Meaning (Studia Semitica Neerlandica 68)’. 
Journal of Northwest Semitic Languages 44 (1): 89–93. 

———. 2019a. ‘Review of Coleman, Stephen. 2018. The Biblical 
Hebrew Transitivity Alternation in Cognitive Linguistic 
Perspective (Abhandelungen für die Kunde des Morgen-
landes 114)’. Journal of Northwest Semitic Languages 45 
(2): 121–28. 

———. 2019b. ‘Review of Müller, Katrin. 2018. Lobe den Herrn 
Meine “Seele”. Eine Kognitiv-Linguistische Studie zur Nӕfӕš 
des Menschen im Alten Testament (Beiträge zur Wissenschaft 
vom Alten und Neuen Testament 215)’. Theologische Revue 
115 (6): 470. 

Van der Merwe, Christo H. J., and Izak Cornelius. 2019. ‘A Profile 
of ָֹיד in the Book of Jeremiah: A Perspective from Lexical 
Typology and Material Culture’. In Jeremia, Deuterono-
mismus und Priesterschrift: Beiträge zur Literatur- und Theolo-
gie-Geschichte des alten Testaments—Festschrift für Hermann-
Josef Stipp zum 65. Geburtstag, edited by Andreas Michael 
and Nicolene K. Rüttgers, 279–304. Arbeiten zu Text und 
Sprache im Alten Testament 105. St. Ottilien: EOS. 



 Biblical Hebrew and Cognitive Linguistics 693 

Van der Merwe, Christo H. J., Jacobus A. Naudé, and Jan H. 
Kroeze. 2017. A Biblical Hebrew Reference Grammar. 2nd 
edition. London: Bloomsbury. 

Van Hecke, Pierre J. P. 2001a. ‘Polysemy or Homonymy in the 
Root(s) r‘h in Biblical Hebrew: A Cognitive Linguistic Ap-
proach’. Zeitschrift für Althebräistik 14: 50–67. 

———. 2001b. ‘Shepherds and Linguistics: A Cognitive Linguistic 
Approach to the Metaphor “God is Shepherd” in Gen 48:15 
and Context’. In Studies in the Book of Genesis: Literature, 
Redaction and History, edited by André Wénin, 479–95. Bib-
liotheca Ephemeridum Theologicarum Lovaniensium 155. 
Leuven: Peters. 

———. 2003a. ‘Searching for and Exploring Wisdom: A Cogni-
tive Semantic Approach to the Hebrew Verb haqar in Job 
28’. In Job 28: Cognition in Context, edited by Ellen J. Van 
Wolde, 139–62. Biblical Interpretation Series 64. Leiden: 
Brill. 

———. 2003b. ‘Living Alone in the Shrubs: Positive Pastoral Met-
aphors in Micah 7:14’. Zeitschrift für die Alttestamentliche 
Wissenschaft 115: 362–75. 

——— (ed.). 2005a. Metaphor in the Hebrew Bible. Biblotheca 
Ephemeridum Theologicarum Lovaniensium 187. Leuven: 
Peeters. 

———. 2005b. ‘Conceptual Blending: A Recent Approach to Met-
aphor’. In Metaphor in the Hebrew Bible, edited by Pierre J. 
P. Van Hecke, 215–31. Biblotheca Ephemeridum Theologi-
carum Lovaniensium 187. Leuven: Peeters. 

———. 2007. ‘The Verbs ראה and שמע in the Book of Qohelet: A 
Cognitive Semantic Perspective’. In The Language of Qohelet 



694 New Perspectives in Biblical and Rabbinic Hebrew 

in Its Contexts: Essays in Honour of Prof. A. Schoors on the 
Occasion of His Seventieth Birthday, edited by Angelika Ber-
jelung and Pierre J. P. Van Hecke, 302–20. Orientalia 
Lovaniensia Analecta 164. Leuven: Peeters.  

———. 2011. From Linguistics to Hermeneutics: A Functional 
and Cognitive Approach to Job 12–14. Studia Semitica 
Neerlandica 55. Leiden: Brill. 

Van Hecke, Pierre J. P., and Antje Labahn (eds). 2010. Metaphors 
in the Psalms. Biblotheca Ephemeridum Theologicarum 
Lovaniensium 231. Leuven: Peeters. 

Van Loon, Hanneke. 2018. Metaphors in the Discussion on Suf-
fering in Job 3–31. Visions of Hope and Consolation. Bibli-
cal Interpretation Series 165. Leiden: Brill. 

Van Steenbergen, Gerrit J. 2002. ‘Componential Analysis of 
Meaning and Cognitive Linguistics: Some Prospects for Bib-
lical Hebrew Lexicology (Part 1)’. Journal of Northwest Se-
mitic Languages 28: 19–38. 

———. 2003. ‘Componential Analysis of Meaning and Cognitive 
Linguistics: Some Prospects for Biblical Hebrew Lexicology 
(Part 2)’. Journal of Northwest Semitic Languages 29 (2): 
109–26. 

———. 2005. Semantics, World View and Bible Translation: An In-
tegrated Analysis of a Selection of Hebrew Lexical Items Re-
ferring to Negative Moral Behavior in the Book of Isaiah. Stel-
lenbosch: SUN Press. 

Van Wolde, Ellen J. 2008. ‘Sentiments as Culturally Constructed 
Emotions: Anger and Love in the Hebrew Bible’. Biblical In-
terpretation: A Journal of Contemporary Approaches 16 (1): 
1–24. 



 Biblical Hebrew and Cognitive Linguistics 695 

———. 2009. Reframing Biblical Studies: When Language and 
Text Meet Culture, Cognition, and Context. Winona Lake, 
IN: Eisenbrauns. 

———. 2013a. ‘One Bow or Another? A Study of the Bow in Gen-
esis 9:8–17’. Vetus Testamentum 63 (1): 124–49. 

———. 2013b. ‘Cognitive Linguistics: A Cognitive Linguistic 
Study of the Concept of Defilement in Ezekiel 22:1–16’. In 
Biblical Interpretation and Method: Essays in Honour of John 
Barton, edited by Katharine J. Dell and Paul M. Joyce, 257–
71. Oxford: Oxford University Press.  

———. 2014. ‘Cognitive Grammar at Work in Sodom and Go-
morrah’. In Cognitive Linguistic Explorations in Biblical Stud-
ies, edited by Bonnie Howe and Joel B. Green, 193–221. 
Berlin: De Gruyter.  

———. 2015. ‘The God Ezekiel 1 Envisions’. In The God Ezekiel 
Creates, edited by Paul M. Joyce and Dalit Rom-Shiloni, 87–
106. London: Bloomsbury.  

———. 2017. ‘Separation and Creation in Genesis 1 and Psalm 
104, a Continuation of the Discussion of the Verb ברא’. Ve-
tus Testamentum 67: 611–47. 

———. 2019. ‘The Niphal as Middle Voice and Its Consequence 
for Meaning’. Journal for the Study of the Old Testament 43 
(3): 453–79. 

Van Wolde, Ellen J., and Robert Rezetko. 2011. ‘Semantics and 
the Semantics of  ברא: A Rejoinder to the Arguments Ad-
vanced by B. Becking and M. Korpel’. Journal of Hebrew 
Scriptures 11 Article 9. doi.org/10.5508/jhs.2011.v11.a9. 

Verhagen, Arie. 2005. Constructions of Intersubjectivity: Discourse, 
Syntax, and Cognition. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

https://doi.org/10.5508/jhs.2011.v11.a9


696 New Perspectives in Biblical and Rabbinic Hebrew 

Wardlaw, Terrance, W., Jr. 2014. ‘The Meaning of  ברא in Genesis 
1:1–2:3’. Vetus Testamentum 64: 502–13. 

Widder, Wendy L. 2014. “To Teach” in Ancient Israel: A Cognitive 
Linguistic Study of a Biblical Hebrew Lexical Set. Beihefte 
zur Zeitschrift für die Alttestamentliche Wissenschaft 456. 
Berlin: De Gruyter. 

Yoo, Chang-Keol. 2013. ‘A Cognitive Linguistic Description of 
Purpose and Result Connectives in Biblical Hebrew’. PhD 
dissertation, Stellenbosch University. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


